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Dear Ms. Desai: . ^ 

Re: Responses to U.S. EPA Comments and Feasibility Study Report (Revision 2) 
Former Plainvyell, Inc. Mill Property Operable Unit No. 7 
Allied Paper, Inc./Portage Creek/Kalamazoo River Superfund Site 
Allegan and Kalamazoo Countv 

Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) has prepared this letter, on behalf of the Weyerhaeuser 
NR Company (Weyerhaeuser), in response to the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency's (U.S. EPA's) April 11, 2014 comments on the December 23, 2013 Feasibility Study (FS) 
Report (Revision 1) for the former Plainwell, Inc. Mill Property (Site) and July 8, 2014 
clarification thereon for Specific Comment No. 11. 

In addition, as required by Task 7, Feasibility Study in the Statement of Work of the Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the former Plainwell, Inc. Mill Property, please find 
attached two printed and two electronic copies of the FS Report (Revision 2). As discussed on 
May 14, 2014, the third printed and electronic copy will be sent directly to Tetra Tech. 

The FS Report was submitted in accordance with the Statement of Work (SCjw) for the RI/FS 
and the terms of the Consent Decree for the Design and Implementation of Certain Response 
Actions at Operable Unit #4 and the Plainwell, Inc Mill Property of the Allied Paper, Inc./Portage 
Creek/Kalamazoo River Superfund Site (Consent Decree), which became effective 
February 22, 2005. 

The following presents responses to the U.S. EPA's April 11, 2014 comments consistent vyith the 
FS Report dated December 23, 2013. 

Equal 
Employment Opportunity . 
Employer 
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RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #1 

Response to EPA General Comment 9,14.15.16.18.19 and Specific Comment 8. The 
response states that this comment Is no longer relevant due to the evaluation of background 
concentration. See Appendix C comments regarding background and revisit comment If 
necessary. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #2 

Response to EPA General Comment 10. The response states that a discussion of the synthetic 
precipitation leaching procedure (SPLP) analysis and comparison to the Michigan Act 451, 
Part 201 Generic Cleanup Criteria (Part 201) has been Included In Section 1.2.4.2, and a 
discussion of how groundwater protection criteria Including "failed" SPLP results are 
addressed through the alternatives appears In Section 3.2.1 of the revised FS report. A 
discussion of failed SPLP results was Included In Section 1.2.4.2 but was not Included In 
Section 3.2.1 as stated In the response. Section 3.2.1 should be revised to Include a discussion 
of how groundwater protection criteria Including "failed" SPLP results are addressed through 
the alternatives. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. The results of the "failed" SPLP analysis cannot be evaluated at 
this time as they relate to potential inipacts to groundwater because, as identified above, the 
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groundwater evaluation has not been completed. Ground\vater will be further evaluated 
through the submittal and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon 
approval of U.S. EPA. As such, groundwater wjll be addressed in a RS Addendum, if determined 
to be necessary based on the results of the additional groundwater evaluation. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #3 

Response to EPA General Comment 20. The response states that required asbestos 
abatement is discussed in Section 4.0 of the revised FS report; However, a discussion of 
asbestos abatement.was not inCiuded in Section 4.0 as stated in the response and shouid be 
added to the text. 

Response 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been revised to include descriptions of jDre-excavation activities 
for each soil alternative, including asbestos abatement. Additional information regarding 
asbestos abatement is provided in the detailed notes for each soil alternative cost estimate in 
Appendix C, as appropriate. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #4 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 4. This comment recommended that the tabie that was 
provided to EPA and Michigan Department of Environrnentdi Quaiity (MDEQ) at the meeting 
in Piainweii be added to the FS. The tabie summarized which contaminants of concern (COCs) 
exceeded risk ieveis (not just arsenic). A copy of the provided tabie is attached. The majority 
of the information provided in the tabie is iisted in the text in Section 1.2.5, however the tabie 
is easier to read and understand and aiso provides different or additionai contributors than 
what is iisted in the paragraph. Why were some of the major contributors not inciuded in the 
Section but inciuded m the tabie? 

This comment pertains to text presented in Section 1.2.5 of the draft FS report. By addressing 
this comment, the revised fS report inadvertentiy now contains two sections titied Section 
1.2.5 (Contaminant Fate and Transport and Baseiine Human Heaith Risk Assessment). This 
organizationai error shouid be corrected in Section 1.0 and in the tabie of contents. 
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Response 

Table 1.1 entitled Summary of Target Risk and Hazard Level Exceedances has been added to the 
FS Report (Revision 2). The contents of this table have been compared to the Rl Report 
(Revision 2) and previously provided table, as well as the text in the current Section 1.2.6 for 
consistency, and any necessary revisions have been made. 

The section entitled Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment has been re-numbered as 
Section 1.2.6 vvithin the text and table of contents of the FS Report (Revision 2). Additionally, 
the: section entitled Scree/?/hg-/.eve/ fcd/og/co/ /?/s/f Assessment, previously identified as 
Section 1.2.6, has been revised accordingly as Section 1.2.7 within the text and table of 
contents of the FS Report (Revision 2). 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #5 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 9. The comment requested the addition of 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFFt) 761.61 to Section 2.1 as an applicable ar relevant and appropriate 
requirement (ARAR). The response states that the FS report has been modified accordingly to 
address the comment; however, the changes da not appear In Section 2.1. Either the change 
described In the response should be modern Section 2.1, or further clarification Is needed as 
to how this comment was addressed. 

Response 

Section 2.1 indicates "Potential ARARs and TBCs for the Site are presented in Table 2.1:" The 
first Federal regulation identified in Table 2.1 is the Toxic Substances Control Act, citing 
40 CFR 761. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #6 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 10. This comment discusses the applicability of Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA) as a chemical-specific preliminary remediation goal (PRG) and 
the response provided In Section 2.2 Is unacceptable. See Specific Comment 11. 
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Response 

See Response to Specific Comment #11. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #7 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 12. The response states that Section 2.3 was revised to 
Include Implementation of a soil management plan during redevelopment activities. The 
revised FS report briiefly mentions a soil management plan In Section 4.1.2. Discussion of a 
soil management plan (as well as most of the other Information presented In the response to 
this comment) was not included In Section 2.3. Section 2.3 should be revised to Include the 
relevant Information provided In the response to this comment. 

Response 

Section 2.3 identifies the RAOs that were developed for the Site. RAOs are medium-specific 
goals for protecting human health and the environment. In the case of the "visible residuals," 
these materials were sampled during the Rl and did not typically exceed the proposed PRGs; 
therefore, it cannot be confirmed based on visual evaluation whether or not observed paper 
residuals are impacted at levels that would require mitigation to protect human health and the 
environment. In cases where analytical results indicate the "visible residuals" were identified to 
exceed PRGs, these locations are inherently included under other proposed RAOs such as 
RAO 1. 

For this reason and as stated in the agreed response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #12 
provided in the December 23, 2013 response to comment document, is it proposed that these 
materials, if encountered, be addressed through the use of a Soil Management Plan during 
redevelopment activities at the Site to ensure that any modifications below ground surface are 
done consistent with the remedial approach selected for the Site. In general, residuals would 
be addressed in a similar manner to other fill materials encountered at the Site; the materials 
would need to be segregated, characterized and properly disposed off-Site at an appropriate 
disposal facility based on the characterization results or placed back in similar areas to wherjs 
they were removed (i.e., similar depths and locations) if the concentrations are below the 
cleanup criteria. 
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Given that there is not an identified mitigation required for these materials to protect human 
health and the environment, beyond those already addressed through the other RAOs, a RAO 
specific to "visible residuals" has not been developed or included in Section 2.3. Instead, 
information provided in the December 23, 2013 response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment 
#12 has been incorporated into Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3, as appropriate, to identify measures 
taken to address the RAOs during the implementation of the proposed alternatives. As an 
additional RAO has not been developed, modification to Section 2.3 has not been made. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #8 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 19. The response states that specific information 
regarding iCs is presented in Section 4.1 of the revised FS report. This response is misieadihg 
because Sect/on 4.1 refers oniy to Tabie 4.1 (iC matrix), and does not discuss or summarize ICs. 
A discussion or summary ofiCs should be provided in Section 4.1. For more information On ICs 
see EPA guidance: "Institutional Controls: A Guide to Planning, implementing. Maintaining, 
and Enforcing institutional Controls at Contaminated Sites ", December 2012, OSWER: 
9355.0-89, EPA-540-R-09-001 

Response 

Section 4.1 has been modified to include a summary of proposed Institutional Controls (ICs). 
Additionally, consistent with U.S. EPA Specific Comment #S0, separate Institutional Control 
Matrices have been prepared with additional details for each retained Soil Remedial Alternative 
and are presented in Tables 4.2.A through 4.2.G. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #9 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 29. The response states that the reference to containment 
systems has been removed in the revised FS report. Section 5:3.3 (top of page 182 of the 
revised FS report) states that long-term effectiveness and permanence of ail other 
alternatives (other than no action) depend on the design, operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring of the containment systems^ and on compliance with iCs. Because only soil 
alternative 2 includes on-site containment, it is stiii not dear to what containment system soil 
alternative 3 refers. Either the text should be revised to clarify this matter, or the words "all 
other alternatives" should be revised accordingly. 
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Response 

Section 5.3.3 has been revised to identify that only Soil Remedial Alternatives 2B and 2C include 
a containment system. 

U.S. EPA Response to EPA Comment #10 

Response to EPA Specific Comment 30. The response states that a discussion comparing costs 
(inciuding operation and maintenance [O&M] costs) is incorporated in Section 5.3.7 of the 
revised FS report. A discussion of these costs was not included in Section 5.3.7 and should be 
provided. , 

Response 

Section 5.3.7 has been revised to include a discussion comparing the soil alternative costs as 
detailed in Table 5.1 and Appendix C. 

REPORT GENERAL COMMENTS 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #1 

The Part 7 Cieartup Criteria Rules were rescinded on December 31,2013. Taking their place 
are new cleanup criteria rules, numbered from 299.1 to 299.50, which became effective on 
December 30,2013. Some groundwater and soil cleanup criteria and screening levels have 
changed as cothpared to the previous September 28,2012 release of these tables under the 
Part 7 rules. Please update the FS accordingly. 
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Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been updated to include a comparison of soil samples collected 
during the pre-RI, Rl, and additional Rl activities and the analytical results therefrom against the 
Generic Residential and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria and Screening Levels established in 
Part 7 of Administrative Rules, effective December 30, 2013, pursuant to Part 201, 
Environmental Remediation, 1994 PA 451 as amended (Part 201). 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #2 

The FS text refers to an iterative approach to arsenic remediation and states that soil 
verification sampiing will accord with Michigan Part 201 requirements in "Sampiing 
Strategies and Statistics Training Materials for Part 201 Cleanup Criteria" as applicable. 
Although additional information is presented in Appendix A, the FS text does not describe or 
explain the term "iterative approach." The text should explain the term "iterative approach" 
and how the approach wiii be implemented. In addition, the text should state that soil 
verification sampiing will comply with requirements specified in the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources' (MDNR) Verification of Soil Remediation (Revision 1) guidance as 
applicable, and a complete reference to the guidance should be provided. 

Response 

A discussion regarding describing the "iterative approach" has been added to Sections 4.1.2 
and4.1.3. 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to indicate that soil verification sampling will be 
conducted in accordance with applicable regulations and guidance documents regarding 
sampling methodology, as required, to meet the PRGs. In instances where the iterative 
approach will be implemented, soil verification samples will be collected in accordance with 
applicable regulations and guidance documents regarding sampling methodology, as required, 
to meet the specified PRG. 

Consistent with the MDEQ-Remediation and Redevelopment Division (RRD) Interim Final 
Operational Memorandum #4 Site Characterization and Remediation Verification (MDEQ, 
2006), the Sampling Strategies and Statistics Training Materials for Part 201 Cleanup Criteria 
(MDEQ, 2002)(S^TM) was incorporated by reference. Sections 1.3 and 2.3 of the S^TM provide 
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for the verification of remediation of small areas (i.e., less than 10,890 ft^ or %-acre) and 
rhedium (i;e., %-acre to 3 acres) to large areas (i.e., greater than 3 acres), respectively. The 
subject matter in the afore-referenced MDNR document (MDNR, 1994) was incorporated into 
the S^TM and updated as necessary to meet current regulatory requirements (e.g., the VSR was 
prepared under former Act 307 and the S^TM was prepared under Michigan Act 451, Part 201), 
with the S^TM supplanting the VSR, as described on page 1.4 of the S^TM. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #3 

In several places in the revised FS (Sections 3.1.2,3.3,4.1.4,5.2.4,5:2^5 and other relevant 
Sections, Tables, and Figures), it mentions monitored naturai attenuation (MNA) or that the 
contaminants iv/7/ attenuate naturaily. if MNA is to be considered as a remedy at the site, it 
needs to foiiow EPA guidance on MNA and demonstrate that it can be achieved before being 
seiected as a remedy or even being inciuded as a viable remedial alternative. How will the 
contaminants be reduced by MNA? A tiered anaiysis needs to be conducted to determine if 
MNA is a viable option. EPA has not seen any evaluation of MNA as a viable remedy for this 
site. If MNA is to be considered as a viable remedy then it needs to be demonstrated that the 
contaminants will actually attenuate in a reasonable timeframe. A discussion on how MNA is 
appropriate for the site would need to be included in the FS. Some of the guidances for MNA 
are: "Use of Monitored Naturai Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and 
Underground Storage Tank Sites, " April 1999. Final OSWER Directive, Publication 
EPA/540/R-99/009, "Monitored Natural Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground 
Water Volume 1^ Technical Basis for Assessment" October 2007. National Risk Management 
Research Laboratory (NRMRL), Cincinnati, Ohio, Publication EPA/600/R-04/027, "Monitored 
Naturai Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground Water Voiume 2 - Assessment for 
Non-Radionuciides Including Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Nickel, Nitrate, 
Perchiorate, and Selenium"/ October 2007, National Risk Management Research Laboratory 
(NRMRL), Cincinnati, Ohio, Publication EPA/600/R-07/140. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
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this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #4 

In Sections 4.1,4.1.5, and any other relevant section/table In the document, the groundwater 
alternatives have been revised to Include (1) no action and (2) Institutional controls (IC). The 
text In the fifth paragraph on Page 166 states: "Natural attenuation of COCs would llkely 
occur. Groundwater monitoring will be performed at the Site to evaluate and docurrient the 
natural degradation of Impacts from COCs across the site. " Based on this statement/the title 
of Alternative 2 should be revised to "Institutional controls and monitored natural 
attenuation " because monitoring will be conducted to evaluate and document natural 
degradation of site contaminants. See General Comment 3 regarding MNA. Note that for 
remedies, ICs and groundwater monitoring with source removal Is a different remedy than 
ICs, MNA, and source removal. It Is not clear In the FS If the remedies are referring to the 
former or the latter or both. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPAJ AS such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #5 

Each alternative should have one figure of the entire site with the conceptual excavation 
areas located on them and then be broken out Into more detailed figures by redevelopment 
area such as seen /n Figures 3.1-3.40. Recommend adding a figure with the conceptual 
excavation areais for the entire site for each alternative as well. 
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Response 

Figures identifying the conceptual excavation areas by Soil Remedial Alternative for the entire 
Site are provided on Figure 3.1 (Soil Remedial Alternatives 2A and 3A), Figure 3.12 (Soil 
Remedial Alternatives 2B and 3B)> Figure 3.23 (Soil Remedial Alternatives 2C and 3C), and 
Figure 3.34 (Soil Remedial Alternatives 2D and 30) of the FS Report (Revision 2). Figures 
detailing the conceptual excavation extents for each redevelopment area follow the overall Site 
figures identified above for each set of alternatives. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #6 

for Alternatives 2A and 3A, it is not dear whether you are excavating to land use criteria or 
residential criteria. (Sections 3.2.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3,5.2.2, 5.23, etc.). Please clarify in the text 

Response 

Soil Remedial Alternatives 2A and 3A are based on Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup 
Criteria. The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified for clarification. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #7 

it is also not dear what the difference is between Part 201 Generic Residential and 
Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria and Part 201 Generic Cleanup Criteria, if you are referring to 
the same cleanup criteria, use one terminology and be consistent throughout. J/ie more; 
specific "Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria" is preferred.: 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been revised to specify "Part 201 Generic Residential and 
Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria," as appropriate. 
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U.S. EPA Report General Comment #8 

In the F5, various COCs were not corned through the FS and corresponding PRGs ore not 
listed, and no discussion is given. For instance, there ore exceedonces shown in Section 1.2.4 
of chromium in groundwater and o human health risk for chromium yet there is no discussion 
why there is no PRG for chromium in this FS ond w/hy it was eiimindted. The some goes for 
various other COCs in the FS. A section on COCs carried through the FS shouid be present. The 
section shouid discuss any COC that is eiiminoted and the justification as to why it was 
eiiminoted. 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified at the end of Section 1.2.4.2 regarding COCs 
identified in soil based on comparison to the updated Part 201 Generic Residential and 
Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria (see Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #1), and a 
discussion on the rationale for inclusion for evaluation in the FS. The COCs listed in > 
Section 1.2.4.2 have been carried forward to provide PRGs in Section 2.2. 

Given the fact that the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address only soil and soil 
alternatives; groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary. 
As such, the portions of this comment related to groundwater are not applicable at this time. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #9 

if generic Port 201 Groundwater Surface Water interface (GSi) criteria ore exceeded, a mixing 
zone evoiuation heeds to be conducted and inciuded in the FS. Weyerhaeuser needs to work 
vvith MDEQ to deveiop a site-specific mixing zone-based criterion. This criterion would then 
be incorporated into the FS. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
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this time, as it relates to groundvyater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #10 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 and 4.1.4 lack d discussion on how the Rernediai Action Objectives 
(RAOs) are met. Forexarnpie, what are you doing to mitigate the potential for erosion of sgii 
to the Kafqrnazoo River and Mill Race per RAO 5? An expidngtion of how each RAO is met by 
the alternative is needed. 

Response 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been revised to include a discussion on how each RAO presented 
is achieved by each of the soil alternatives. 

Based oh discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil: alternatiyes; Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a.FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundvyater evajuation. As such, this comhient is not applicable at 
this tinrie, as it relates tb groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary> in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA.. As such, the portion o^ thjs comment related to groundwater 
(i.e., revision tojSection 4.1.4) is not applicable at this tirne. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #11 

RAO 6 is not addressed in the FS. The FS needs to discuss how this RAO is achieved. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil.and soil alternatives. Groundwatervyjll be further evaluated through the submittal 
arid impjenientation of an Interini Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed iri a.FS Addendum, if determined to be riecessary based ori the 
results of the additional,groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment js not applicable at 
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this tirhe, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addehdum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #12 

The individual analysis of the alternatives in Section 5.2 lacks details: This sect/on needs to 
foiiow Section 6.2.3 of EPA's Ri/FS Guidance. The guidance provides a series of questions that 
should be answered for each criterion. Several of the questions were notonswered in Section 
5.2 of the FS for the oiternotives. The section should be revised accordingly. Some (not oil) 
examples from the Alternative 2 series are listed below. Please ensure the guidance is 
foiiowed for ail alternatives. 

• Section 5.2.2, Overaii Protection of Human Health and the Environment. Paae 172. Need 
to describe how site risks posed through each pathway are being addressed by the FS are 
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering, oriCs. Each pathway 
is hOt discussed. Does it meet RAOs? Why is it protective? 

• Section 5.2.2, Compiiance with ARARs; Paae 173. The detailed analysis should sumrharize 
which requirements are applicable or relevant and appropriate to an aiternative and 
describe how the aiternative meets these requirements. When an ARAR is not met, the 
basis for justifying one of the six waivers allowed under CERCLA (see Section 1.2.1.1) 
should ble discussed. Compliance with chemical-specific, location-specific, and 
action-specific ARARs needs to be addressed for each aiternative. The actual 
determination of which requirements are applicable or relevant and appropriate is made 
by the lead agency in consultation with the support agency. A summary of these ARARs 
and whether they wiii be attained by a specific aiternative should be presented in an 
appendix to the FS report. 

• Section 5.2.2, Lona-term Effectiveness and Permanence. Paae 173. Magnitude of residual 
risk and adequacy and reliability of controls were not addressed. See Ri/FS Guidance. 
Also, see Table 6.1 of guidance for questions that should be addressed under this criterion. 

• Section 5.2.2. Short-term Effectiveness, Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance and associated 
table ofquestioristo be addressed. This section mentions that risks to the community can 
be mitigated through dust control, but it is not dear if it is referring to dust during 
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transportation or construction. It also does not discuss how you plan to control dust 
during construction and transportation. Environmental Impacts were not addressed. 

• Section 5.2.2. Imolerhentabllltv. Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance and associated table of 
questions to be addressed. Technical feasibility (constriictlan and operation, reliability of 
technology, ease of undertaking additional remedial action, monitoring considerations), 
administrative feasibility, availability of services and materials all need to be addressed 
per the guidance. 

• Section 5.2.2. Cost, Page 174. See RI/FS Guidance. Discuss accuracy of costs and cost 
sensitivity. List where the detailed Information Is located. 

Response 

The individual analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been 
revised to include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health and 
the environmeht, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, short-term 
effectiveness, implementability, and cost consistent with Section 6.2.3 of the Guidance for 
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as 
applicable to Site and alternative conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report General Comment #13 

Cost Information for Alternatives 2A and 2D were etllmlnated. It Is not clear why they were 
eliminated or how the alternatives did not meet the Part 201ARAR. The "No Action" 
alternative did not meet ARARs and yet was Included In Tab/e 5.1 and Appendix D. It Is not 
clear whether these alternatives are discussed In the detailed analysis of alternatives or the 
comparative analysis of alternatives. The reasons why they are not a "viable" option should 
be discussed In these sections. The cost Information for these alternatives should be Included 
In the cost table and Appendix D. 

Response 

Additional discussion has been added to Section 4.2 regarding the effectiveness, 
implementability and cost of each soil remedial alternative for clarification on which 
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alternatives are retained for detailed analysis in Section 5.0. Soil remedial alternatives that are 
not retained for detailed or comparative analysis are not included in Table 5.1 or Appendix C. 

Soil Remedial Alternatives 2A and 2D were not retained because consolidation of materials 
on-Site would exceed the proposed cleanup levels associated with these alternatives; 
therefore, implementation of Alternatives 2A and 2D would not meet the cleanup objectives. 

U.S. EPA REPORT SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #1 

Section 1.2.2.4, Page 9, Paragraph 5. There is a typographical error in the first word of the 
paragraph: it should be "Additives." 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to correct the typographical error. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #2 

Section 1.2.2.4, Page 9 and 10, Paragraph 6. Hazardous Substances Wastewater Sludge -
Delete the last sentence In this paragraph: "The UiS. EPA's Technical and Procedural 
Aniandments to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Regulations Indicates that the 
potential for PCBs present within the wastewater sludge would not be regulated under TSCA." 
Rationale: See 40 CFR 76h61(a)(4) which defines polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) bulk 
remediation waste to include "PCB sewage sludge, and industrial sludges:" 

Response 

The exclusion of the potential PCBs within the wastewater sludge is related to the dates during 
which the process generating the potentially PCB-impacted wastewater sludge occurred and 
not the nature of the material. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, paper that was de-inked and 
recycled at the Mill may have included carbonless copy paper containing PCBs and inks 
containing heavy metals. De-inking was discontinued at the Mill in 1963. It is Weyerhaeuser's 
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position that, based on the dates when the de-inking process operated at the Mill, that the 
waste materials containing RGBs generated during the de-inking are not regulated under TSCA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #3 
1 

Section 1.2.3.2, Page 11, Regional and Site Hydrology. Provide the location of the water table 
at the site in this section. Provide informdtipn on the shallow dquifen The shallow aquifer is 

aquifer is discussed. This section should include at least the following: 

• aquifer(s) affected or threatened by site contamination 
• types of geologic materials 
• approximate depths 
• vi/hether aquifer is confined or unconfined 
• surface and subsurface features (e. g., number and volume of tanks, lagoons, structures, 

and drums at the site) 
• groundwater flow directions within each aquifer and between aquifers and groundwater 

discharge locations (e.g., surface waters, wetlands, other aquifers) 
• interconnection between surface contamination (e.g., soils, surface water/sediments) and 

groundwater contamination 
• any groundwater moddls used and assumptions. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives^ Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addresised m a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, the majority of this comment is not 
applicable at this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS 
Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA. 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to include additional information available at this 
time that is applicable to the to the soil remedial alternatives. The additional information that 
is being requested regarding Site hydrogeology and hydrology is only necessary for the 
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evaluation of groundwater remedial alternatives, if required, and will be obtained and 
presented in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #4 

Section 1.2.3.4, Page 13, Current and Past Groundwater Use in the Mill Area. This section 
discusses potable and nan-patabie water at the site. What is the distinction between patabie 
and nan-potable water? if it is nan-patabie, why and haw is it classified as nan-patabie? 
MDEQ considers ail groundwater at the site to be a potential source of patabie water, if 
there is no promulgated State classification, see EPA guidance an groundwater classification: 
"Guidelines far Ground-Water Classification Under the [1984] EPA Ground-Water Protection 
Strategy, Final Draft," November, 1986, Office of Ground-Water Protection Publication 
EPA/440/6-86-007, NTiS Order Number PB88-229067. Unless the groundwater at the site can 
be classified as non-potable based on the criteria described in this guidance docurnerit, the : 
anticipated beneficial use of the aquifer would be as a drinking water source. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, the majority of this comment is not 
applicable at this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary; in a FS 
Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA. 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to include additional information available at this 
time related to the groundwater use at the Site based on the above requested items. It should 
be noted that the intent of this section is to describe the current and historical groundwater 
use at the Site and not intended to classify the groundwater for current or future use. 
Additional information regarding groundwater classification at the Site will be presented, to the 
extent it is required, in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #5 

Section 1.2.3.4. Page 13, Current and Past Groundwater Use in the Mill Area. This section 
discusses several wel/s located an the site^ What will happen to these wells? Will they be 
abandoned or continued to be used haw they are used now? The FS does not discuss what 
will happen to these wells yet discusses a groundwater use restriction an-Site; though the FS 
does not go into details on what that restriction will be nor does it detail how these wells will 
be affected. Table 4.1 does mention that no water supply wells will be installed to prohibit 
drinking water though does not discuss the existing wells at the site and whether they can 
continue to be used. If these wells plan to be abandoned, then state that in the FS. If they are 
not going to be abandoned and plan to continue to be used as "fire wells" or other purposes, 
those purposes should be documented and an IC would need to be in place regarding their 
intended use and restricting their use as drinking water wells. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, the majority of this comment is not 
applicable at this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS 
Addendum submitted to U.S. EPA. 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to include additional information available at this 
time related to the status of the wells at the Site based on the above requested items. 
Additional information regarding groundwater classification at the Site will be presented in a FS 
Addendum, if determined to be necessary. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #6 

T Section 1.2.4.2, Paae 105. Nature and Extent of Contamination. How deep is the groundwater 
contamination? The section lists the depth of the vertical profiling but not for the monitoring 
wells. The vertical profiles show groundwater exceedances as deep as 42 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). 
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Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the subrifiittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based.on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #7 

Section 1.2.4.3, Page 120, Previous Response Action. The consent decree defines the Site as 
the former miii property up to the top of the banks. Do the boundaries of the northern 
response areas of the miii property (residentiai area 1,2,3,4 mixed residentiai/commerciai 
area 2 and commerciai area 4, extend up to the top of the banks aiong the Kaiamdzoo River? 
The maps seem to simpiy correspond to the redeveiopment area and don't seem to indicate 
that the property for response action couid extend to the top of the bank. The maps shouid 
cieariy indicate that the response action wiii appiy to the property to the top of the banks of 
the Kaidmazoo River. 

The boundaries of the northern response areas of the Site (i.e.. Residential Areias 1 to 4, Mixed 
Residential/Commercial Area 2, and Commercial Area 4) extend to the top of the bank of the . 
Kalamazoo River and/or the Mill Race. The top of the bank will be defined/surveyed during the 
Pre-Design Investigation (PDI) activities on Site. The FS Report (Revision 2) figures have been 
revised to include a notation identifying that the property and redevelopment area boundaries 
along the Kalamazoo River and Mill Race extend to the top of bank. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #8 

Section 1.2.4.2, Page 16, Paragraoh 4. "Site-Wide Historicai Fiii Materiai (Portions of Aii 
Redeveiopment Areas)". How do the paragraphs iisted beiow the titie reiate to the title? 
How do you know the exceedances are aii fiii related? There is no proof provided that the 
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exceedances are related to fill. If you are assuming that It Is related to fill, then the 
assumption needs to be stated. 

Response 

Additional available information regarding the Site-wide historical fill material and any related 
assumptions made have been incorporated in Section 1.2.4.2 of the FS Report (Revision 2). 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #9 

Section 2.1, Pages 139-140. Paragraph 4.1^* and 9"" bullets: Delete reference to Part 31 
statutory and administrative requirements. (Michigan Compiled Laws [MCL] 324.1201-1221, 
MCL 324.2101-2195 etc). Part 31 would be an ARAR for the Site. For example, groundwater 
venting from the site would be required to meet 6SI criteria. 

Response 

The specific references under the 1^' and 9*^ bullets are related to those portions of Part 31 that 
"set chemical-specific standards to discharge any pollutant from a point source to the waters of 
the United States" and "rules regarding water and wastewater provisions for the 
non-degradation of groundwater quality and uses of groundwateir" and have been deleted. 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal . 
and implernentation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As Such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater, and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. As such, this comment is not applicable at this time, as it relates to the 
discharge of groundwater to surface water. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #10 

Section 2.2. Page 141. Paraaraoh 7. The paragraph states "The PRGs for each chemical of 
concern (COC), in each medium of concern, for each pathway to be addressed, within each 
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redevelopment area for human health, with the exception of human direct 
contact/ingestion/inhaiation exposure to soil impacted with arsenic, are the Part 201 Generic 
Residential or Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria, as applicable based on the anticipated future 
land use of the redevelopment area." Then later in the section it states "The PRCs for human 
direct contact/ingestion/inhaiation exposure to soil impacted with arsenic are the 
Site-specific risk-based concentrations (RBCs)." Based on the alternatives proposed, the "A" 
and "B" alternatives both have the PRCs for arsenic based on Part 201, and only the "C" and 
"D" alternatives are the site-specific risk-based concentrations. Please clarify this section. 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified for each Soil Remedial Alternative Sub-Series to 
provide further clarification on the PRCs utilized during the development of the Soil Rerhedial 
Alternatives, as appropriate based on the altiernative. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #11 

Section 2.2, Paae 143. Paragraph 1. Delete this paragraph and replace with the foiiowing: 

Under40 C.F.R. § 761i50(b)(3), PCB remediation waste is "regulated for cleanup and disposal 
in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 761.61." 40 C.F.R. § 761.3 defines PCB remediation waste as 
"waste containing PCBs as a result of a spiii, release, or other unauthorized disposal... at any 
concentration from a source hot authorized for use under TSCA." PCB remediation waste 
includes "environmental media containing PCBs, such as sail and gravel, dredged materials, 
such as sediments, settled sediment fines; and aqueous decantate from sediment" 40 C.F.R. § 
761.61(a)(4) defines "bulk PCB remediation waste" to include "soil, sediments, dredged 
materidis, muds, PCB sewage sludge, and industrial sludges." Specificaiiy, TSCA regulations 
found at 40 C.F.R. §761.61(c) diiowsfor a risk-based method for cleanup or disposal of PCB 
remediation waste when EPA finds that that the method will not pose ah unreasonable risk of 
injury to human health and the environment. The alternatives may achieve the TSCA ARAR by 
meeting the TSCA cleanup levels in 40 CFR 761.61 set forth in the Table below, which have 
been selected as PCB PRGs for the Site: 
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Reference No. 056394 

Medium Pathway PCB PRG 

Soils 

Subsurface Soiis 

High Occupancy 
Residential 

Human Heqith High Occupancy with 
cap 

Human Heaith 

Residentiai 

High Occupancy with 
cap 

1.0 mg/kg " 

l-lOmg/kg" 

1.0 mg/kg ° 

1-10 mg/kg ^ 

Groundwater Groundwater-Surface Water interface 
(GSi) 

0.2pg/V 

Notes: 

"Based On high occupancy cleanup ievei (without cap restriction) set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 
761.61(a)(4) 

^Based on 40 C.F.R. 761.61(a)(4) with restrictive covenant maintaining a cap if contamination 
remains between 1 and 10. See section 40 CFR 761.61(a)(7) for cap requirements. 

'The groundwater criteria protective of surface water is a PRG where the GSi is present.(MCL 
324.20120e and Part 31). 
mg/kg -mfiiigrams per kiiogram, pg/L = micrograms per iiter, N/A - not appiicabie 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified as described below to address the above 
comment.. It is Weyerhaeuser's opinion that the information provided below is more reflective 
of the discussions that have pccufred between Weyerhaeuser and the U.S. EPA subsequent to 
the issuance of the April 11, 2014 comments on the FS Report (Revision 1). 

Chemical-specific PRGs were selected for PCBs, for soil samples consistent with the TSCA 
Cleanup Levels for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in Fligh Occupancy Areas set forth in 40 CFR 
761.61(a)(4)(i)(A). 
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PCB remediation waste is defined in 761.3 as" waste containing PCBs as a result of a spill, 
release or other unauthorized disposal, at the following concentrations: Materials disposed Of 
prior to April 18,1978, that are currently at concentrations >50 ppm PCBs, regardless pf the 
concentration of the original spill; materials which are currently at any volume or concentration 
where the original source was >500 ppm PCBs beginning on April 18,1978, or >50 ppm 
beginning on July 2,1979; and materials which are currently at any concentration if the PCBs 
are spilled or released from a source not authorized for use under this part. PCB remediation 
waste means soil, rags, and other debris generated as a result of any PCB spill cleanup, 
including, but not limited to: 

(1) Environmental media containing PCBs, such are soil and gravel; dredged materials, such as 

sediments, settled sediment fines, and aqueous decantate from sediment. 

(2) Sewage sludge containing < 50 ppm PCBs and not in use according to §761.20{a)(4); PCB 

sewage sludge; commercial or industrial sludge contaminated as a result of a spill of PCBs 
including sludges located in or removed from any pollution control device; aqueous 
decantate from an industrial sludge. 

(3) Buildings and other man-made structures (such as concrete floors, wood floors, or walls 
contaminated from a leaking PCB or PCB-Contaminated Transformer), porous; surfaces, 

and npn-pdrous surfaces." 

It should be noted that based on available information, in the late 1950s and early 1960s, paper 
that was de-inked and recycled at the Mill may have included carbonless copy paper containing 
PCBs. De-inking was discontinued at the Mill in 1963. It is Weyerhaeuser's position that, based 
on the dates when'the de-inking process operated at the Mill, that the waste rhaterials 
containing PCBs generated during the de-inking are not regulated under TSCA. However, 
Weyerhaeuser will use U.S. EPA's risk-based remediation guidance for PCB-containing materials 
in assessing cleanup levels for the Site. 

The cleanup levels specified in 40 CFR 761.61(a)(4) are applicable to bulk PCB remediiation 
waste, which is defined in 40 CFR 761.6l(a)(4j(i) as "Bulk PCB remediation waste includes> but is 
not limited to, the following non-liquid PCB remediation waste: soil, sediments, dredged 
materials, muds, PCB sewage sludge, and industrial sludge." 

The default cleanup levels for bulk PCB remediation waste in High Occupancy Areas are defined 
in 40 CFR 761.61(a)(4)(i)(A) as "...< 1 ppm without further conditions. High occupancy areas 
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where bulk PCB remediation waste remains at concentrations > 1 ppm and < 10 ppm shall be 
covered with a cap meeting the requirements of paragraphs (a)(7) and (a)(8) of this section." 

Table 2.3 in the FS Report (Revision 2) presents the TSCA Cleanup Levels for Bulk PCB 
Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas PRGs for soil. 

40 CFR 761.61(c) allows for a risk-based approach for sampling, cleanup, or disposal of bulk PCB 
remediation waste if U.S. EPA "finds that the method will not pose an unreasonable risk of 
injury to health or the environrnent." Weyerhaeuser utilized a risk-based approach, as 
described in Appendix, A of the FS Report (Revision 2), to develop Site-specific risk-based criteria 
(RBCs) for PCBs for residential and commercial receptors. The RBCs were developed based on a 
10"^ target cancer risk level and a hazard quotient of 1.0 and are 2.5 mg/kg for residential 
receptors and 9.1 mg/kg for commercial worker (most restrictive non-residential receptor) 
receptors. 

The RBCs for PCBs were developed using a similar approach used in development of the RBCs 
for arsenic presented in the FS Report (Revision 1) and discussed in detail in Appendix A of the 
FS Report (Revision 2). However, one key difference in the approach that was used to develop 
the RBCs for PCBs was the use of age-adjusted ingestion and dermal factors that are consistent 
with the approach applied by MDEQ in the development of the Part 201 Generic Cleanup 
Criteria (adjusting ingestion and dermal intake rates based on age was not an approach applied 
in the Human Health Risk Assessment in the Rl Report or used in the development of the 
arsenic RBCs). It is common to see federal and state agencies apply age-adjusted ingestion and 
dermal factors in the development of criteria using a risk-based approach and this approach 
represents a further refinement of the risk-based approach used for arsenic in the FS Report. 
Consideration was given to applying this approach (using age-adjusted intake factors) in the 
development of the RBCs for arsenic; however, given that U.S. EPA has already been in general 
agreement with the approach CRA used in developing the RBCs for arsenic, the approach used 
in the development of the RBCs for arsenic was not modified. Please refer to Appendix A of the 
FS Report (Revision 2) for a detailed summary of the approached used to develop RBCs for 
arsenic and PCBs. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #12 

Section 2.2.2, Page 144, Paragraph 3. This paragraph states "Table 2.4 presents the PRGs far 
direct contact exposure to arsenic in sail." The table presents the risk based concentrations 
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for direct contact exposure to arsenic /n so/7 which are proposed as PRCs. PieOse clarify. The 
table does not present the PRCs for arsenic which are proposed for the A and B alternatives. 

i 

Response 

Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 of the FS Report (Revision 2) (formerly Section 2.2.2) identify the 
proposed arsenic PRGs. Table 2.2 presents the proposed PRGs for arsenic consistent with the 
Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential Gleanup Criteria. Table 2.4 presents the 
proposed PRGs for arsenic consistent with the RBC approach. The arsenic PRGs associated with 
each individual Soil Remedial Alternative are further discussed in Section 4.1. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #13 

Section 2.3. Paae 146. Paraaraoh 2. RAO 1 states "Prevent human direct contact exposure to 
. soil impacted with VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, metals (except arsenic), and other inorganics in 
exceedance of the Michigan Act 451, Part 201 Cleanup Criteria dnd human direct 
contact/ingestion/inhalation exposure to soil impacted with arsenic posing excess 
carcinogenic risk levels oflff^ to 10'^ or a non-carcinogenic hazard level of 1.0." Does 
Alternatives 2B arid 3B actually meet this RAO as written since it is using the iterative 
approach to meet arsenic Part 201 levels and not risk based levels? EPA suggests revising the 
RAO ta state "Prevent human direct contort exposure to soil impacted with VOCs, SVOCs, 
PCBs, metals, arid otheririarganics in exceedance of the PRGs." 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified for RAO 1 as requested. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #14 

Section 2.3. Paae 146. Paraaraoh 2. RAO 8 states "Restore groundwater impacted with metals 
at concentrations above the Michigan Act 451, Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Criteria 
ta beneficial use." This should be changed ta "Restore groundwater impacted with metOis at 
concentrations above the PRGs to beneficial use." Depending on what groundwater remedy 
is selected, the PRGs for this RAO cOuld be MCLs instead of Michigan Part 201 Cleanup 
Criteria. 

Worldwide Engineering, Environmentai, Cohstruction, and IT Services 



CONESTOGA^ROVERS 
& ASSCX:iATES 

August 7, 2014 Reference No. 056394 
- 27 -

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified for RAO 8 as requested. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #15 

Section 3.2.1, Page 150, Paragraph 0. One af the assumptions in calculating excavation 
amounts is "Areas and volumes far multiple sample locations withiii a reasonably close 
proximity to one another at equivalent elevations, with comparable analytical results for 
COCs and with related operational history, were Identified as a larger area under the 
assumption that the surrounding area was Irripacted at similar levels as those exhibited at 
single sample points. " How are you going to prove that this assumption Is accurate and that 
significant contamination Is not left In between these areas? For example. In Figure 3.3, how 
do you know that there Is not significant contamination between SB-140 and SB-137? Will 
this be conducted In the pre-design Investigation (PDI)? 

Response 

In-situ soil sampling will be conducted during the PDI to delineate the vertical and horizontal 
extent of the soils above the PRGs. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #16 

Section 3.2.2, Page 153, Paragraph 2. This paragraph states that the monitoring wells that 
are considered as potential points of compliance to further assess the future migration of 
metals In groundwater relative to the Part 201 DWCare MW-21S/D, MW-9, MW-20, MW-14, 
MW-13, and MW-12S/p. This statement may be correct for compliance with Part 201 
requirements for meeting groundwater criteria for MDEQ, however according to the National 
Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), d potential drinking water 
aquifer would need to be restored to beneficial use throughout the site (compliance with 
MCLs). With RAO 8, restoration Is throughout the site and therefore all wells would be 
considered compliance points. 
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Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #17 

Section 3.2.2, Page 154. Paragraphs 4 and 5. See Appendix C comments regarding 
background and revise text In section accordingly. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #18 

Section 4.1.2, Paae 161, Paragraph 1. Add/edit the following bullets as marked and balded: 

* Designation of an area for use as a raised bed community garden for residential 
properties and restrictive covenant prohibiting gardens In other areas. 

• Implementation of a deed restrictions requiring maintenance of caps for areas of 
contamination remaining In place > 1 mg/kg and < 10 mg/kg for high occupancy areasrif 
applicable. 
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• Installation of permanent markers on the property identifying depth to which digging is 
prohibited. Enrqii property in state wide utiiity iocation program to identify areas where 
digging is prohibited. 

Response 

The FS Report (Revision 2) has been revised as presented below. 

• Designation of an area for use as a raised bed community garden for residential properties 

and restrictive covenant prohibiting gardens in other areas 

• Implementation of deed restrictions requiring maintenarice of caps for areas of PCB 

contamination remaining in place > 1 mg/kg and <10 mg/kg for high occupancy areas, if 

applicable based on the PRGs (i.e., 1 mg/kg or risk-based criteria) 

• Installation of permanent rharkerS on the property identifying depth to which digging is 
prohibited, aS applicable. Enroll property in state-wide utility location program to identify 
areas where digging if prohibited, as applicable. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #19 

Section 4.1.2. Paae 159, Paragraph 5. This iists the Aiterhative 2 series tities. is Aiternative 2A 
meeting Part 201 Generic Criteria for Residentiai or both Resfdentiai and Non-Residehtiai? 
Does Aiternative 2C and 2D meet Part 201 Generic Criteria? Be consistent and cleOr. A/so, 
clarify for the 3-seriesaiternatives in Section 4.1.3. 

Response 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 in the FS Report (Revision 2) have been revised to clarify and specify 
"Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential Cleanup Criteria," as appropriate. The PRGs 
for Soil Remedial Alternative 2-Series and 3-Series have been clarified throughout the text, are 
listed in Tables 2.2 through 2.5, and are as follows: 
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• Soil Remedial Alternative 2 - Excavation, Consolidation, Capping, and Off-Site Disposal 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 2A to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Criteria and 
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Cleanup Level for Bulk Polychlorinated Biphehyl 
(PCB) Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Without Further Restrictions) 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 2B to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Resideiitial 
Cleanup Criteria with Iterative Approach for Arsenic and PCB Residential and 
Commercial Risk-Based Criteria 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 2C to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential 
Cleanup Criteria, 10'^ Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and PCB Residential 
and Commercial Risk-Based Criteria 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 2D to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential 
Cleanup Criteria, 10 ® Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and the TSCA 
Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Without 
Further Restrictions for Residential Areas and With Further Restrictions for 
Non-Residential Areas) 

• Soil Remedial Alternative 3 - Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 3A to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential Cleanup Criteria and 
the TSCA Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas 
(Without Further Restrictions) 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 3B to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential 
Cleanup Criteria with Iterative Approach for Arsenic, and PCB Residential and 
Commercial Risk-Based Criteria 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 3C to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential 
Cleanup Criteria, 10 ® Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and PCB Residential 
and Commercial Risk-Based Criteria 

- Soil Remedial Alternative 3D to Meet Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Residential 
Cleanup Criteria, 10 ® Risk Level for Arsenic with Iterative Approach, and the TSCA 
Cleanup Level for Bulk PCB Remediation Waste in High Occupancy Areas (Without 
Further Restrictions for Residential Areas and With Further Restrictions for 
Non-Residential Areas) 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #20 

Section 4.1.2, page 160. Paraaraoh 0. This paragraph discusses aii af the Alternative 2-series 
and states "Section 3.2.1 presents a summary af general approaches utilized when developing 
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the conceptual excavation areas; specific details regarding excavation areas are presented in 
Appendix D." Appendix D does not contain details for Alternatives 2A and 2D since they were 
eliminated. Please clarify. 

Response 

See Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #13. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #21 

Section 4.1.2. page 160, Paraaraoh 0. This paragraph states "The cap will be constructed in 
accordance with the requirements of Michigan Act 451, Part 115." is there a Federal 
Regulation/ARAR that it also needs to be constructed in accordance with? if so please list and 
include in the ARAR table. 

Response 

There is no Federal Regulation/ARAR governing the relocation/consolidation of impacted 
materials and construction of the cap under the Soil Remedial Alternative 2-Series. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #22 

Section 4.1.2 and 4.1.3, Page 160 and 163. Both sections state that "A pre-design 
investigation vvould be completed to evaluate the vertical and horizontal extent of impacts 
identified in soil during the Ri." In the FS, CRA states that it will evaluate the vertical and 
horizontai extent of impacts, yet in Appendix D, it only discusses the horizontal extent and 
states that the vertical extent has been established. Please clarify. Verification sampling 
should be conducted in the vertical extent as well. Is it a reasonable assumption that the 
results from the PDI wiii not cause a significant increase in the cost of the selected remedy? 

Response 

Volumes calculated for the excavations assumed the vertical extent of the impacted soils had 
been established: Excavations were extended 1-foot below the deepest PRG exceedance at the 
sample locations for the purposes of developing the cost estimates presented in Appendix C in 
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a consistent and conservative manner. During the PDI activities, samples will be collected to 
delineate the horizontal and vertical extent of impact in soils above the PRGs. 

As discussed in the Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #2, verification sampling will 
be conducted following applicable guidelines. 

The excavation areas were determined using available analytical data and assuming the sample 
locations within a reasonably close proximity to one another at equivalent elevations, with 
comparable analytical results for COCs and with related operational history, were impacted at 
similar levels as those exhibited at single sample points. Based on the above described 
approach for estimating the areal and vertical extent of the contamination requiring excavation 
using available information, it is not anticipated that the results from the PDI will cause a 
significant increase (i.e., greater than the 20 percent accuracy required for an FS) in the cost of 
the selected remedy; however, the full extent of contamination cannot be determined until the 
PDI is completed. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #23 

Section 4.1.2. oaae 161. Last paraaraoh. This paragraph states "Based an the future 
residentiai use afthe Site under this scenario, excavation of materiais exceeding the 
appropriate PRGs wiii be conducted. The estimated vaiume of materiais to be removed 
during this option ranges from 20,177 to 51,370 cubic yards." Are the 2 series alternatives 
based on residentiai and non-residential or Just residential? Please clarify. Also, the 
estimated excavation of cubic yards should be broken out based on each alternative. The 
estimated volume of materials needed forthe cap on each alternative should also be] 
provided. The distinction between each alternative should be apparent (i.e., the differences 
between excavation volume, materiais for cap, PRGs, cost, etc.). 

Response 

See Response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #19 regarding the proposed PRGs by Soil 
Remedial Alternative. 

the estimated volume of materials excavated and disposed off-Site, or consolidated and 
capped on Site, along with additional details differentiating between the alternatives, are 
presented in Table 4.1. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #24 

Section 4.1.2, Page 162, Paragraph 0. The paragraph states "Cansalidatian and capping under 
Remediai Aiternatives 2A and 2D wiil hat rheet the Part 201ARAR and, therefore, were not 
included in the cast estimates or nates, as it is not a viable alternative." Why and haw da 
Aiternatives 2A and 20 not meet Part 201 ARAR requirements? Explain. No cast estirhates or 
details were provided. According to Section 5.2.2, ail the 2-series aiternatives meet the 
ARARs. Also, if it can be demonstrated that Aiternatives 2A and 20 da not meet Part 201 
ARARs, the text should discuss whether this waUid also be true far Aiternatives 3A and 30. 

Response 

See Response to U.S. EPA Report General Comment #13. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #25 

Section 4.1.3, Paae 164. Paragraph 1. Add/edit the foiiawing bullets as marked and balded: 

• Designation of an area fair use as a raised bed community garden far residential 
properties and restrictive covenant prohibiting gardens in other areas. 

• impiementatian of a deed restrictions requiring maintenance of caps far areas of 
cantaminatiah remaining in place > 1 mig/kg and < 10 mg/kg far high occupancy areas; if 
applicabie. 

• installatian of permanent rnarkers an the property identifying depth to which digging is 
prohibited. Enroll property in state wide utility iacaiian pragrarh ta identify areas where 
digging is prohibited. 

Response 

Siee Response to U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #18. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #26 

Section 4.1.3, page 163, Paragraph 0. The paragraph states "Sibii Remedial Alternative30 
would include the implementation of the excavation and off-Site removal of materials 
impacted with VOCs, Sl^OCs, and PCBs, and the excavation, consolidation and capping, and 
off-Site disposal of materials impacted with metals above the 10 ® risk level an iterative 
approach for arsenic remediation. " The 3-series alternatives do not contain consolidation and 
capping. Please revise. 

Response 

Section 4.1.3 has been modified to remove the reference to consolidation and capping related 
to Soil Remedial Alternative 3D. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #27 

Section 4.1.3, oaae 164, Last Paragraph. The paragraph states "The estimated volume of 
materials to be removed during this option is 20,177 to 51,370 cubic yards." The estimated 
excaUation of cubic yards should be broken out based on each alternative. Consider using a 
summary table to show each alternative and the estimated excavation volumes. 

Response 

The estimated volume of materials excavated for each alternative, by redevelopment area, is 
presented in Table 3.2. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #28 

Section 4.1.5, Page 165, Paraaraoh 5. The paragraph states "Restriction of off-Site 
groundwater use, including the uppermost, unconfined, water table aquifer that has been 
identified to have metals present above the PRGs, through the impiernentation of a deed 
restriction of local ordinance." What off-site properties will Weyerhaeuser be obtaining a 
deed restriction on ? Will Weyerhaeuser actually be able to obtain that restriction on private 
property? There are ho off-site wells that demonstrate off-site contamination coming from 
the site. How will this be demonstrated? 
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Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #29 

Section 4.1.5, Page 165; Paraaraph 5. The paragraph states "Implementation of a restrictive 
covenant for contamination remaining In place above Part 201 [Generic Residential Cleanup 
Criteria] GRCC pursuant to MCL 324.20120b, If applicable." What Is the restrictive covenant? 
How does the restrictive covenant pertain to groundwater? 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #30 

Section 4.1.5, Paae 165, Paraaraph 7: The paragraph states "The Institutional Controls 
alternative for groundwater would be used to achieve the following RAOs: RAO 2-Prevent the 
potential for leaching of contaminants from soil to groundwater and ultimately migrating to 
surface water at concentrations above the Michigan Act 451, Part 201 Cleanup Criteria for 
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, metals, and other Inorganics.... While the Iniplementatlon of 
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Groundwater Remedial Alternative 2 In and of Itself will not address RAO 2 through the 
prevention of leaching of contaminants from soil to groundwater, exceedonces of soil criteria 
protective of the groundwater pathway, such as the DWPC and GSIPC, relate to the 
groundwater and will be addressed at the point of compliance In groundwater through the 
proposed controls and monitoring program." It Is unclear as to how ICs or the description 
above will achieve, this RAO. The description above sounds like the RAO will not be met, but 
that groundwater will be evaluated at the compliance point. Please clarify how evaluating 
groundwater criteria at the compliance point will In fact achieve this RAO. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addresised in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addehdum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #31 

Section 4.1.5, Page 166, Porogroph 5. See Appendix Cfor comments on "background" 
concentrations and revise this section accordingly. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined tb be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this tjme, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

Worldwide Engineering, Environmental, Coristructlori, and IT Services 



CONESrrOGA-ROVERS 
& ASSOCIATES 

August 7, 2014 Reference No. 056394 
-37-

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #32 

Section 4.1.5, Page 166, Paragraph 6. The FS text states "Groundwater Remedial Alternative 
2 will address RAO 8 because the Impacted groundwater Is located at a depth which Is 
prohibited by Michigan Public Health law for use as a drinking water source (I.e., drinking 
water wells at depths shallower than 25 feet bgs Is prohibited) and potable water Is supplied 
In the vicinity of the Site by a municipal source. Additionally, beneficial use of the property 
can still occur through redevelopment Independent of the shallow Impacts to groundwater 
because of the aforementioned reasons." Include the exact citation for the law that you are 
referring. Michigan Water Well Canstructlon and Pump Installation Code (Part 127, Act 368, 
PA 1978 and Administrative Rules) R 325.1632(3) refers to a well casing shall extend not less 
than 25 feet bgs. The FS should be clear on the language that the law states. According to 
the regulation, a well casing can be permitted to be Installed less than 25 feet bgs If potable 
water Is known to exist In that area. This reference does not address RAO 8 as stated In the 
FS. 

Response , 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #33 

Section 4.2.3, Page 168, Paragraph 1. This section should reference the cost summary tables. 

Response 

Section 4.2.3 has been revised to include a reference to the cost summary tables presented in 
Appendix C. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #34 

Section 5.2. "Individual Analysis of Alternatives", Page 170. The detaiied analysis of 
alternatives should follow the EPA Ri/FS guidance. (See General Comment 12). Per Section 
6.2.4 of the RI/FS guidance, for the presentation of Individual alternatives: "The alternative 
description should provide data on technology components (use of Innovative technologies 
should be Identified), quantities of hazardous materials handled, tirhe required for 
Implementation, process silzing. Implementation requirements, and assumptions." For 
example, for the 2-serles alternatives, the estimated dimensions or area of the capped area 
was not Included, and for the groundwater alternative 2, the timeframe for Implementation 
was not Included. Please address each criteria thoroughly and for each alternative. If 
assumptions have been made, then state them. 

Response 

The individual analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been 
revised to include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health and 
the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, short-term 
effectiveness, implementability, and cost consistent with Section 6.2.4 of the Guidance for 
Conducting Rerriediol Investigotions and Feosibiiity Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as 
applicable to Site and alternative conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #35 

Section 5.2. "Individual Analysis of Alternatives", Paae 170. This section demonstrates that 
the only difference between the 2-serles alternatives Is cost, though volumes and capping of 
excavated material should vary per alternative. This should be discussed. 

Response 

Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been revised to include additional discussion regarding the 
variability in volumes of materials excavated, materials consolidated and capped, and materials 
imported relative to the different proposed PRGs. 

Table 4.1 includes information regarding the difference in excavation volumes, consolidated 
soils, and the imported materials utilized for capping activities in the Soil Remedial Alternative 
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2-Series. Additionally/Table 4.1 includes comparable Information on the Soli Remedial 
Alternative 3-Serles options. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #36 

Section 5i2.2 and 5.2.3. Pages 171-178. These sections mention iCs and engineering controls 
(ECs) but do not describe what these are. Please list aii iCs and ECs Or reference the table or 
section if the table/section is inclusive of all ICs and ECs for the each alternative, 

Response 

Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been jevlsed to Include additional discussion regarding the 
proposed ICs and ECs for each soil remedial alternative, along with a reference to the proposed 
IC and EC relationship matrix tables. , 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #37 

Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3, "Exposure Pathway Obiectives", Pages 172 and 176. Alternatives 2A, 
2B, 3A, and 3B areaddressed by Part 201 versus a site-based arsenic risk concentration. No 
inhalation or ingesdqn exposure with other COCs except arsenic? if direct contact includes 
ingestion, dermal contact, and ambient air, state that and be consistent throughout report. 

Response 

The Part 201,Generic,Residential and Non-Resldentlal Cleanup Criteria were developed taking 
Ingestion, dermal contact and amblerit air Inhalation Into account during pathway evaluation. 
Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 have been revised to provide additional clarification on the 
development and application of the Part 201 Generic Residential and Non-Resldentlal/Cleanup 
Criteria. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #38 

Section 5.2.5; "Groundwater Remediai Aiternative 2 - institutional Controls". Page 179. This 
section should include an estimated tirheframe to achieve compliance. 
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Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the , 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #39 

Section 5.3. "Comparative Analysis of Alternatives". Page 180. See EPA's Ri/FS guidance. The 
purpose of this comparative analysis is to identify the advantages and disadvantages of each 
alternative relative to one another so that the key tradeoffs the decision maker must balance 
can be identified. This section lacks a comparison of alternatives against each other, it 
should not Just re-state what was in the previous section, but should compare the alternatives 
against each other with each criterion. The A, B, C, and D parts of the 2-series and 3-series 
alternatives are not even mentioned in this section and should be discussed. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Sections S.2.2, S.2.3, and.S.3 have 
been revised to include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health 
and the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence, 
short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost consistent with the Guidance for 
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as 
applicable to Site and alternative conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #40 

Section 5.3.1. "Overaii Protection of Human Health and the Environment", Page 180. 
Exposure Pathway RAOs^ Containment RAOs, and Restoration RAOs. Which RAOs go with 
which? Be specific on which RAO you are referring to. Need to discuss the degree to which 
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RAOs are met, adequacy, permanence, and reliability of source containment or removal 
actions, time frame to achieve protection, cornpiiance with Human Health risk-hased PRCs, 
and degree of reliance on iCs to manage potentiqi risks. Which alternative is most protective, 
least protective, or equally protective? Discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the 
aiternatives against each other, it is not dear as to the disadvantages or advantages of each 
alternative. The section has demonstrated that A, B, C> and D aiternatives of hath the 2-series 
and 3-series are virtuaiiy the same. See Ri/FS Guidance. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.1 has been revised to 
include additional discussion regarding the overall protection of human health and the 
environment consistent with the.Guidancefor Conducting Remedial Investigations and 
Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative 
conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #41 

Section 5.3.2, "Comoiiance with ARARs". Page 181. This section states "The Soil Remedial 
Alternative 2 and 3-Series, with the exception of Soil Remedial Alternative 20, which would 
require consolidation of impacted materials above the Part 201 Cleanup Criteria and; 
therefore, would not meet the unrestricted requirement, comply with ARARs identified in 
Table 2.1." Don't ail the 2-series aiternatives require consolidation of impacted materials 
above the Part 201 Criteria, hence the cap? What unrestricted requirement is this referring 
to? The conceptual area for consolidation of soil has an engineering control, correct? The 
section also states "The Groundwater Remedial Alternative 2 compiles with ARARs identified 
in Table 2.1." Does it comply with ail the ARARs or Just certain groundwater ones? How? it 
should be specific as to which ARARs it compiles with. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.2.3 has been revised to 
include additional discussion regarding the compliance With ARARs consistent with the 
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA 
(U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative conditions. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #42 

Section 5.3.3, "Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence". Page 181. This section states "The 
iong-term effectiveness of the containment and removai components of aii of the aiternatives 
is easiiy monitored." There is no containment system in the 3-series Aiternatives or 
groundwater alternatives. This section should compare the difference between the 
aiternatives (i.e., on-site vs. off-site). 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.3 has been revised to 
include additional discussion regarding the long-terrfi effectiveness and permanence consistent 
with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA 
(U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #43 

Section 5.3.5; "Short-term Effectiveness". Page 182. This section does not discuss the 
difference betweert the on-site and off-site alternatives. For instance, a cap on-site rnay 
affect construction Workers differently than off-site. Off-site aiternatives rhay have more 
trucks going through the community. This wiii also vary between the A, B, C, and D 
aiternatives. The alternatives need to be compared. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.5 has been revised to 
include additional discussion regarding the short-term effectiveness consistent with the 
Guidance for Conducting Remedial investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA 
(U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site arid alternative conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #44 

Section 5.3.6. "impiementabiiitv". Page 183. At least twice "this alternative" is referred to, 
however it is not dear as to which alternative is "this alternative", is it all of the 2-series and 
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3-series alternatives cr ane in particular? This section should be comparing the alternatives 
against each other. One would think the technical feasibility, administrative feasibility, 

\avaiiabiiity of labor and materials may vary for each alternative and especially comparing the 
2rseries and 3-series alternatives against each other. Yet this section discusses the asbestos 
abatement, removal of equipment, shoring, etc. which is the same for the entire 2-series and 
3-series alternatives. This should be discussed under implementabiiity of each individual 
alternative since in the comparison they would have the same issues. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.6 has been revised to 
provide additional clarification on the alternative being compared and include additional 
discussion regarding implementabiiity consistent with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial 
investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA; 1988), as applicable to Site and 
alternative conditions. 

U;S. EPA Report Specific Comment #45 

Section 5.3.7, "Cost". Page 183. How do the costs compare? Which alternative is most costly 
or least costly and why? A discussion is needed. 

Response 

The comparative analysis of the soil alternatives presented in Section 5.3.7 has been revised to 
include additional discussion regarding cost comparison of the soil remedial alternatives 
consistent with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies 
under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative conditions. A summary 
comparing the costs by Soil Remedial Alternative is presented in Table 5.1. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #46 

Section 5.4, "Summary", Pace 184. This section is the summary and conclusions for the 
alternatives yet it lacks an actual summary. This section should summarize the results of the 
detailed and comparative anaiysis that was performed with the criteria. 
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Response 

Section 5.4 has been revised to include additional discussion regarding cost comparison of the 
soil remedial alternatives consistent with the Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (U.S. EPA, 1988), as applicable to Site and alternative 
conditions. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #47 

Figure 1.2. this figure has too much information on one figure and is difficult to read. 
Recommend separating into three separate figures: 1) Original Figure 1.2 from the Draft FS 
showing property layout by redevelopment area, 2) Figure with "Areas," and 3) Figure with 
sample locations in each redevelopment area. In current Figure 1.2, Area 3A is not labeled or 
missing from the figure and should be included. 

Response 

Figure 1.2 has been separated into four figures to illustrate the Mill Property Layout 
(Figure 1.2), Historical Operational Areas (i.e.. Area 1, Area 2, etc.)(Figure 1.3), Redevelopment 
Areas (i.e.. Residential Area 1, Commercial Area 2, etc.)(Figure 1.4), and Sample Locations 
(Figure 1.9). Figure 1.3, which identifies the Historical Operational Areas has been modified to 
include Area 3A. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #48 

Figure 3.7. The title should read "2A AND 3A TO" and hot "2A AND 31TO." 

Response 

Figure 3.7 (currently Figure 3.8), has been modified to address the above comment in the FS 
Report (Revision 2). 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #49 

Table 2.1, "Summary of ARARs". The following should be adjusted in this table: 

Toxic Substances Control Act: 40 CFR 761.61: Add the following to the Comments: "40 CFR 
761.61(a)(8) requires deed restrictions requiring maintenance of caps for high occupancy 
areas with remalninq contamination between 1-10 mg/kg. 40 CFR 761.61(a)(7) Includes the 
cap requirements for high occupancy areas with contamination remaining between 1-10 
mg/kg. 

Safe Drinking Water Act: Add thefoiiowing to the comments: MCLs (or Part 201 Drinking 
water criteria where more stringent, or site-specific background where higher) are considered 
to be.PRGsfor groundwater. 

Michigan Act 451, Part 201: Add the foliowing: Description: Part 201 requires evaluation of 
the cumulative risk and the cumulative risk may not exceed a carcinogenic risk of 10'^ or a 
hazard index of 1. ARAR: Comment: The cumulative risk at each site area may not exceed a 
carcinogenic risk of 10'^ or a hazard index of 1. 

MCL 324.20120e: Description: Requires that a response action demonstrate compliance with 
groundwater/surface water requirements for groundwater venting to surface water; ARAR 
Comments: For example, MW-7 appears to be a local groundwater discharge to the 
Kalamazoo River On an intermittent basis. Compliance with part 201 GSI requirements will be 
confirmed through monitoring. 

Michigan Act 451, Part 31, MCL 324.3109b: Please edit as foiiows: Identifies definition of 
completion of Part 31 remedial actions. "States that remedial actions that satisfy Part 201 
satisfy this section." 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
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submittedto U.S. EPA. As such, references to the Safe Drinking Water Act, MCL324.20120e, 
and Michigan Act 451, Part 31, MCL324.2109b are not applicable at this time, as they relate to 
groundwater, and are not included in the Summary of ARARs table. 

The Summary of ARARs table has been modified to incorporate the above language related to 
Michigan Act 451, Part 201 and 40 CFR 761. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #50 

Table 4.1, "Ihsiitutional Control Matrix". For each alternative please include a separate IC 
rnatrix table. Include at least one line for each area e.g. Residential Area 1, ResidentiaTArea 
2, etc. For each separate redevelopment area, identify contaminants levels that will remain 
for each area under each alternative. For each area also Include buildings and other caps that 
will remain for each area and the associated restrictions. Include restrictive covenants under 
Part 201 for such restrictions. 

In addition, please edit with holded text as follows: 
4*^ line: PCBs >1 ppm and <10 ppm to he designated as capped high occupancy areas: Deed 
restriction consistent with capped high occupancy use as required by 40 CFR 760.61(a)(7) and 
(8) must he implemented whereby owner agrees to maintain the cap In perpetuity. 

line: Identify hgs below which excavation and gardening would he prohibited. Include 
Installation of permanent marker on the property to identify depth to which excavation and 
gardening would he prohibited. Include restrictive covenant pursuant to Part 201 as the IC. 

Response 

An IC Matrix table has been prepared for each soil remedial alternative in the revised FS Report 
(Revision 2). The IC Matrix tables have been modified to include the above information related 
to restrictions associated with community gardens, as appropriate. 
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U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #51 

Table 5.1. the table shows that Alternative 3A is "excavation and off-site disposal to 
residential cnteria iterative approach. " thoiigfj jfj sectioii 4 it does hot mention thditerative 
approach for 3A. Please cidrify. 

Response 

Table 5rl has been revised to correct the description of Alternative 3A. Alternative 3A does not 
include the use the iterative approach for arsenic. 

U.S. EPA Report Specific Comment #52 

Tdhie 5.2. the cost values are missing in the table. 

Response 

Table 5.2 has been revised to include the cost values. 

U.S. EPA APPENDIX A - REVISED DEVELOPMENT OF RISK-BASED CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
ARSENIC IN SOIL SPECIFIC COMMENTS > 

Note: This appendix was previously identified as Appendix B in the draft FS Report (Revision 1). 

U.S. EPA Appendix A.Specific Comment #1 

On various figures, many locqtiqnsqre not shown as requiring excdvation despite 
identification of theseliocdtions with exceedqnces of arsenic's risk based concentration fRBC) 
in Tables 10,11, and 12. For the most part, locations in this categdry are within the footprint 
of (1) existing buildings or (2) buiidings thdt have been demolished (see Figure 3.40 -
Buildings 9A, 9B, 90, 9E, 9F, and 23). Tables 10,11, and 12; Figures 3.1 through 3.40; and 
related text documentmg and describing areas where soil excavatidri Is proposed as part of 
one or more qlternatives must be rendered consistent, or inconsistencies must be explained. 
Several specific issues that shduid be addressed in the ndtes/expianation include: 
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• Figures and text should consistently and accurately Identify locations with arsenic 
concentrations exceeding RBCs (listed In Tables 10,11, and 12) that are not shown as 
proposed for excavation (Figures 3.1 through 3.40). Almost all of the figures thai do not 
do so (for example. Figures 3.16, 3.26, 3.36, 3.38, and 3.40) Include no notation or 
explanation as to why locations listed In Tables 10,11, and 12 are not shown as proposed 
for excavation; each of these figures should Include such a clear and accurate 
note/explanation regarding this. For example, although Figure 3.40 Includes such a note> 
even this note, which states that all soil beneath demolished buildings (Buildings 9A, 9B, 
90, 9f> 9F, and 23) Is assumed to remain (and, presumably not be excavated). Is Incorrect. 
(Note: It Is unclear If the demolition of these buildings resulted In removal of building 
slabs and If any remaining slabs are Intended to become engineered barriers that may 
require Institutional controls [ICs]). Figure 3.40 also Includes numerous locations listed In 
Table 12 that are under Buildings 10,11, llA, 12,15,16,17,18, and 19, which are not 
proposed for demolition. All figures should be revised as noted above to provide a clear 
and accurate note/explanation as to why some soil locations are not proposed for 
excavation. (Note: Section 1.2.2.2 of the FS states that the above-listed buildings have 
been "designated as historical structures and are not anticipated to be demolished; 
however, will be redeveloped/renovated/reused"). Also, It Is not clear why the footprint 
of a demolished building should provide any protection from or Interruption of potential 
exposure to elevated arsenic concentrations In soil. The note on Figure 3.40 should be 
revised to justify retaining elevated arsenic concentrations In the footprint of a 
demolished building. The text of the FS addressing excavation alternatives must also 
Include, at a minimum, an acknowledgement of retaining elevated arsenic concentrations 
In soil at locations under current, demolished, or future buildings, as appropriate. 

• Each note/explanation should consider whether any building currently covering a location 
with arsenic concentrations exceeding an RBC has been factored Into or considered as part 
of the site development plan. If the currently present building overlying elevated arsenic 
concentrations In soil will hot be part of future development and Is slated for future 
demolition, protection from potential exposure provided by the currently overlying 
building may not be present In the future, and the note/explanation must address this 
Issue. Also, the explanation on Figure 3.40 that locations are In the footprint of 
demolished buildings Is not sufficient. If the buildings have been demolished, future 
receptors may be exposed to elevated arsenic concentrations. The explanation on 
Figure 3.40 must be revised accordingly. 
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• Notably, some locations within existing buildings are currently proposed for excavation, 
while other locations under the same building footprint are not proposed for excavation. 
As an example, on. Figure 3.36, location SB-243 (under the footprint of Building 7) is 
proposed for excavation up to 2 feet below ground surface: Locations SB-240, SB-241, and 
SB-244 (aiso under the footprint of Building 7) are identified as exceeding an arsenic RBC 
in Tabie 12, but are not proposed for excavation. Aii notes/explanations should be 
comprehensive and consistent. 

Response 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been modified to include a discussion related to the locations, 
based on alternative and proposed PRG, where arsenic will remain above the proposed PRG in a 
direct comparison to criteria. Additionally, these sections have been modified to provide for 
further clarification on the rationale utilized when evaluating use of current conditions aS 
potential engineering controls (i.e., 6 to 12-inch concrete basement floor slab remained in place 
subsequent to the razing of the building, backfilling a basement area with 6 to 10 feet of fill 
material to bring the area to surrounding grade, etc.) in conjunction with ICs. 

Figures 3.1 through 3.44 were intended to illustrate the conceptual excavation areas utilized for 
the development of the cost estimates. The FS Report (Revision 2) includes tables 4.1.A, 4.1.B 
and 4.1.C that provide information indicating where arsenic levels above the PRGs are present 
under building slabs that will be left in place under Soil Remedial Alternatives 2B, 3B, 2G, 3C and 
3D. Table 4.1 provides the estimated amount of arsenic impacted soils above the PRGs that 
would be left in place under the building slabs per alternative. Figures 4.2 through 4.10 visually 
identify the soil borings that would not be excavated as part of each alternative applying the 
iterative approach for arsenic and utilizing the concrete slabs of the buildings as engineering 
barriers. Notes on these figures include cover material over demolished building concrete 
slabs, buildings targeted for future demolition and historical buildings that are not planned for 
demolition, etc. as applicable. 

The inclusion of SB-243 on Figure 3.36 as a location for excavation at SB-243 was an error; 
Figure 3.36 (now 3.40) has been revised accordingly. 
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U.S. EPA Appendix A Specific Comment #2 

The revised FS should Include a general discussion of proposed alternatives that will retain 
elevated arsenic concentrations In soil assuming protection from potential future exposure to 
this contaminated soil because It Is beneath a building. This discussion Is necessary so that 
future land use (beyond the currently proposed development) does not unknowingly uncover 
and expose elevated arsenic concentrations In soil at such locations. Also, use of existing 
buildings: as an engineered barrier preventing or Interrupting potential exposure to 
contaminated soils will require Implementation of ICs, which the FS must address. 

Response 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been modified to include a discussion related to the locations, 
based on alternative and proposed PRG, where arsenic will remain above the proposed PRG in a 
direct comparison to criteria. Table 4.1 includes an estimated volume of arsenic impacted soils 
above the PRGs that would remain under the building slabs. Tables 4.1.A, 4.1.B and 4.1.C list 
the boring locations within the buildings where the impacted soils would be left in place for 
each applicable alternative. Soil Remedial Alternative 3A includes excavation efforts under the 
concrete slabs. See Response to U.S. EPA Appendix A Specific Comment #1 related to figures 
depicting these locations. 

Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 have been modified to include a discussion on the use of engineered 
barriers meeting Part 201 requirements as an engineering control through the use of an IC. 

U.S. EPA APPENDIX B - REVISED ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT COMMENTS 

Note: This appendix was previously identified as Appendix C in the draft FS Report (Revision 1). 

U.S. EPA Appendix B Response to EPA Comments 

U.S. EPA Appendix B Response to EPA Comment #1 

Response to EPA Specific Comment No. 5. Appendix C, Section 6. The original comment noted 
that the toxicity reference values (TRV) to be used In the risk assessment had been proposed 
and approved previously, and should be applied without modification. Otherwise, It would 
appear as If one Is "shopping" for toxicity values. Abo, as stated In the comment, discussion 
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o/ the TRVs and their conservativeness should be part of the uncertainty section, and should 
not be used to coicuiote the final PRG. Therefore, the originoi comment should be addressed 
OS requested. 

The final conclusions of the risk assessment should present a weight of evidence discussion 
that takes Into account all Information available on whether the site poses significant risk to 
the ecological community at the site. This discussion should take Into account the 
conservative nature of the calculations, risks Identified by using either the no observed 
adverse effect level (NOAEL) or the lowest Observed adverse effect level (LOAEL) TRVs, quality 
of the habitat present, and likely development of the site Into a significant ecological habitat 
In the future. 

Response 

This comment was discussed is some detail during a conference call with U.S. EPA and 
Tetralech on May 14, 2014. The primary outcome of the discussion was that TetraTech 
generally agreed with the technical approach, but was not comfortable with the order in which 
the evaluation Of the uncertainty and conservatism associated with the TRVs was presented. 
Another key outcome of the call was the recommendation, of TetraTech to give weight to 
LOAELs in developing the ecological PRCs. 

The SLERA has been reorganized based on the discussion during the May 14, 2014 call. The 
original submittal presented the results of the conventional food chain niodels (Section 5.0), 
calculated initial PRGs based on the Wildlife Scenario Builder and both NOAELs and LOAELs 
(Section 6.2), and then calculated final PRGs using modified TRVs for HMW PAHs and lead 
(Sections 6.3 and 6.4). The Analysis of Uncertainties was presented after calculation of the final 
PRGs (Section 10). 

For the revised SLERA, the results of the risk characterization using conventional food chain 
models are presented in Section 5.0, followed by the Analysis of Uncertainties in Section 6.0. 
Section 6.0 includes a detailed discussion of the uncertainties and conservatism associated with 
the TRVs for lead for avian wildlife, the discussion of the lead TRVs provides several lines of 
evidence and rationale for not using the U.S. EPA, Region 9 LOAELfor developing PRGs. 
Section 7.0 of the revised ERA discusses the methodology and identifies the ecological PRGs. 
Unlike the original submittal in which initial and final PRGs were calculated, the revised ERA 
calculates only the final ecological PRGs based on the Wildlife Scenario Builder, LOAELs (as 
discussed during the May 14 call), and an alternative LOAELfor lead for avian wildlife. 
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Section 7.0 also compares the PRGs to 95% UCL concentrations, including the magnitude of the 
UGLs relative to the PRGs. 

U.S. EPA Appendix B Specific Comments 

U.S. EPA Appendix B Specific Comment #1 

Response to EPA Comment No. 11. Aooendix C, Table 5.9. The original comment requested 
the full reference for "U.5.EPA Region 9," and the response noted that the table would be 
modified as requested. However, that requested Information was not subsequently added to 
the table Included In the revised report. This additional Information should be added as 
requested. 

Response 

Under the column for "Source," U.S. EPA, Region 9 is identified in Note c (U.S. EPA, 
Region 9 (2009) for avian wildlife) and Note e (U.S. EPA, Region 9 (2002) for mammalian 
wildlife; The full citations for the Region 9 TRVs are provided in the References (see 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2002 and 2009). , 

U.S. EPA APPENDIX C - REVISED EVALUATION OF PART 201 GSIC AND DWC EXCEEDANCES IN 
GROUNDWATER COMMENTS 

Note: This appendix was previously identified as Appendix D in the draft FS Report (Revision 1). 

U.S. EPA Appendix C General Comments 

U.S. EPA Appendix C General Comment #1 

The Information provided In Appendix C Is Incomplete. The text In Appendix C refers to 
Attachments A and B; however. Attachment B Is not provided In the electronic version of the 
revised FS report, and neither attachment Is provided In the hard copy version of the report. 
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Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Appendix C General Comment #2 

The choice of background or upgradlent wells Is probliematlc, as stated In Appendix C Specific 
Comment 2 below. Any comparison to or use of groundwater analytical results from these 
three wells (MW-3, MW-16, and MW-17) as representative of background groundwater 
conditions Is highly uncertain. A distinction must be made between these wells as 
hydraullcally upgradlent (based on groundwater elevations) and these wells as representative 
of background conditions (not potentially Impacted by site contaminants). Therefore, based 
on the Information presented In the remedial Investigation and revised FS report (specifically 
Appendix C), background groundwater concentrations have not been adequately established 
for the site. Revision of Appendix C thus should occur to remove the current background 
groundwater-related elements. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and vvill be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 
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U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comments 

U:S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #1 

Section 3.0. Page 2, ParaardDh 2. The text states, "This concentration is weii beiow the MDEQ 
screening ievei for mercury of 0.2 microgram per iiter (pg/L}for venting to groundwater 
presented in MDEQ's poiicy and Procedures Number: 09014...." Because the identified poiicy 
pertains to the groundwater/surface water interface (GSI), the sentence shouid be revised to 
read "... venting to surface water [from groundwater]...." 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the subrhittal 
and implementation of ah Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #2 

Section 5.0. Paae 4, Paragraph 2. Monitoring weiis MW-3, MW-16, and MW-17 were 
identified as upgradient monitoring weiis, principaliy because these weiis are "considered to 
be upgradient of historical operations at the Site based on groundwater flow direction." 
While these three wells may be hydraulically upgradient of the main plant buildings and site 
operations based on groundwater flow maps, ail three of these weiis are within areas 
proposed for soil excavation (for example, see Figure 3.40). Soil near ail three weii iocatiohs 
has elevated concentrations of arsenic (one of the COCs identified for development of 
background concentrations) and other metals. Additionaiiy, as stated in Appendix Cy weii 
MW-3 has the highest reported mercury concentration in groundwater at the site, as weii as 
groundwater concentrations of aluminum and lead exceeding Part 201 drinking water criteria 
(DWC). Weii MW-16 is within an area where excavation is to occur partly because of 
presence of elevated PCS concentrations. Altogether, locations of ail three wells within areas 
proposed for soil excavation suggests strongly that these wells may be within areas impacted 
by site operations, despite their locations hydrauiically upgradient of the main plant buildings 
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and operational areas. Therefore, reliance on statistics based on constituent concentrations 
In groundwater from these three wells Is questionable at best. Establishing regional 
background groundwater concentrations may require Installation of off-site groundwater 
wells or access to groundwater analytical results from off-site locations obtained by others. 
As noted In Appendix C General Comment !, Appendix C In general and Section 5.0 In 
particular should be revised to remove the current background groundwater-related 
elements. 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.Si EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #3. 

Section 5.0, Page 4, Paraaraph 2. A complete reference should be provided for the citation 
"MDEQ,2002." 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 
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U.S. EPA Appendix C Specific Comment #4 

Section 5.0. Page 5. Paraaraoh 1. The text introduces the procedure of subtracting 
background groundwater concentrations calcuiated using EPA and MDEQ methodoiogies 
from concentrations measured at on-site groundwater weiis. Use of such "net" resuitsis 
generaiiy considered unacceptabie. Receptors are potentiaiiy exposed to totai grouridwater 
concentrations, not oniy that portion found to exceed background. Simiiariy, totai 
groundwater concentrations and not simpiy site-related concentrations may discharge to 
surface water. Also, as stated above, calculations of "background" concentrations by use of 
results from weiis very likely to have been impacted by the site Ore highly Uncertain and 
problematic. Appendix C should be revised to remove the presentation, discussion, and use of 
such a "net" groundwater approach. (Note: the request of Figures 2a/2b of Appendix C was 
for conceptual purposes oniy to understand how the site may be contributing to groundwater 
assuming there were "true" background locations.) 

Response 

Based on discussions with the U.S. EPA, the FS Report (Revision 2) has been modified to address 
only soil and soil alternatives. Groundwater will be further evaluated through the submittal 
and implementation of an Interim Groundwater Work Plan, upon approval of U.S. EPA. As such, 
groundwater will be addressed in a FS Addendum, if determined to be necessary based on the 
results of the additional groundwater evaluation. As such, this comment is not applicable at 
this time, as it relates to groundwater and will be addressed, if necessary, in a FS Addendum 
submitted to U.S. EPA. 

U.S. EPA APPENDIX D COST ESTIMATES COMMENTS 

Note: this appendix was previously identified as Appendix E in the draft FS Report (Revision 1). 

U.S. EPA Appendix D Cost Estimate Comment #1 

The assumptions for cost in Appendix D mention the abandonment of several monitoring 
wells on-site. Some of the monitoring weiis are listed as being replaced as "necessary" and 
MW-16 was listed as abandaned and not replaced. Abandonment of monitoring weiis and 
the determination of whether they are replaced our not would need approval by EPA. MW-16 
is located in a contaminated area and does indicate contamination of groundwater in that 
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oreo. If abandonment of a monitoring well is necessary for excavation, the cost estimates 
should include replacement of the well. If it is justified that a monitoring well is not needed 
and can be abandoned, it should be done so in the design phase of the remedy. 

Response 

The cost for the replacement of MW-16 is included in the cost estimates. 

The above information represents responses to U.S. EPA's April 11, 2014 comments on the 
December 23, 2013 version of the FS Report (Revision 1). Should you have any questions with 
regard to this letter, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

CONESTOGA-ROVERS & ASSOCIATES 

Gregory A. Carii, P. E. 

GAC/JQ/ds/48/Pwl. 
End. 

cc: Paul Bucholtz (MDEQ) - three hard copies 
Jim Saric (U.S. EPA) - electronic only 
Leslie Kirby-Miles (U.S. EPA) - electronic only 
Erik Wilson (City of Plainwell) 
Richard Gay (Weyerhaeuser) 
Kim Hughes (Weyerhaeuser) - electronic only 
Martin Lebo (Weyerhaeuser) - electronic only 
Garret Bondy (AMEC) - electronic only 
Cynthia Draper (AMEC) - electronic only 
Garry Griffith (Georgia-Pacific, LLC) - electronic only 
Chase Fortenberry (Georgia-Pacific, LLC) - electronic only 
Jeffrey Lifka (Tetra Tech) - 1 copy 
Jennifer Quigley (CRA) - electronic only 
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